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BACKGROUND 


United  Cocxaunity  Services  (UCS)  becene  involved  in  attempting 
to  detenaine  the  impcct  of  the  change  to  a flat  grant  system  of 
pa>iaents  for  recipients  of  Aid  to  Families  vith  Dependent  Children 
(A7DC)  in  October  of  1970.  At  that  time,  many  UCS  financially- 
participating  agencies  aslced  that  CCS  develop  a system  to  monitor 
the  impact  of  the  flat  grant  on  private  agencies.  A survey  was 

conducted,  in  which  twenty-tvo  agencies  participated.^  It  was 

* 

found  that  the  Salvation  Army  received  the  largest  number  of  requests 

j 

for  aid  from  AFDC  recipients  after  the  special  needs  program  was 

stopped,  and  that  most  of  the  requests  were  for  food  orders. 

More  large  families  (those  with  five  or  more  members)  requested 

aid  from  private  agencies  than  would  have  been  expected  from  their 

numbers  in  the  general  AFDC  population. 

It  was  then  decided  that  the  research  into  the  flat  grant  should 

be  expanded  to  give  an  account  of  the  impact  of  this  change  where  it 

would  be  most  felt--on  the  AFDC  recipients  themselves. 

A questionnaire  (See  Appendix)  was  designed  with  the  help  of 

Mr.  Edmund  McCarthy  of  the  Massachusetts  Department  of  ?ublic*Welf are, 

Mr.  Michael  Kerr  of  the  Massachusetts  Welfare  Rights  Organization, 

Mr.  Mark  Irvings  of  Harvard,  who  was  cocapleting  an  Honor's  Thesis 

on* the  flat  grant,  Mrs.  Michelina  Tawa,  Planning  Associate  in  Public 

Policy  at  UCS,  and  UCS  Research  Department  staff.  The  questionnaire 

^UCS  Flat  Grant  Monitoring  5-ys  tern.  Donald  D.  Dobbin  and  Jean  Driscoll 
United  Coracjunity  Services  of  Metropolitan  Boston,  1971. 
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was  pre-tested  with  a group  of  volunteers  recruited  by  the 
Dorchester  Tenants  Action  Council.  The  results  of  the  pre-test 
are,  of  course,  not  included  in  this  report. 

The  Department  of  Public  Welfare  agreed  to  supply  a random 
sample  of  recipients  from  their  payroll  records  according  to  our 
specifications.  The  City  of  Boston  was  the  main  target  of 
inquiry,  and  an  additional  sample  was  taken  from  the  City  of 
Worcester  for  comparative  purposes. 

Since  the  study  was  concerned  with  determining  conditions 
before  and  after  the  institution  of  the  flat  grant,  those 
included  in  the  sample  had  been  receiving  AFDC  payments  for  at 
least  a year  (since  February  of  1970). 

When  the  sample  was  dravm  by  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare,  a letter  was  sent  by  the  Department  to  all  those 
included  in  the  sample.  This  letter  explained  that  the  Welfare 
Department  was  cooperating  with  UCS  in  a study  of  the  flat  grant. 

It  emphasized  that  UCS  was  not  part  of  the  Welfare  Department, 
and  that  the  information  collected  by  UCS  about  any  individual  or 
family  would  not  be  given  to  the  Welfare  Department.  The  letter 
also  stated  that  the  AFDC  recipient  was  not  required  to  participate 
in  the  survey,  and  for  those  not  wishing  to  participate,  a 
stamped  self-addressed  postcard  was  enclosed.  By  signing  the  card 
and  mailing  it  to  the  Department  of  Public  Welfare,  the  recipient's 
name  and  address  would  not  be  released  to  UCS.  In  Boston,  67 
Individuals  sent  in  these  postcards,  out  of  a sample  of  245,  and  in 
Worcester,  22  individuals  returned  them,  out  of  a sample  of  70. 
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The  individuals  who  did  not  send  in  their  postcards  were 
scheduled  to  be  interviewed  for  this  survey. 

The  Sample 

A random  sample  was  chosen  from  records  of  the  overall  AFDC 
caseload  in  the  City  of  Boston  and  in  the  City  of  Worcester,  Only  ^ 
families  receiving  AFDC  pa3rments  for  at  least  a year  (since 
February  of  1970)  were  included.  The  Boston  sample  was  chosen  ^ 
so  that  each  of  the  five  welfaref.district  offices  would  be  represented 
in  the  sample  according  to  the  proportion  of  AFDC  cases  each  handled, 

e 

The  following  table  shows  the  approximate  breakdown  of  cases  comparing 
the  sample  with  the  percentage  of  cases  in  the  welfare  districts  in. 
Boston  as  of  February  1971. 

TABLE  1 

COMPARISON  OF  SAMPLE  WITH  AFDC  CASELOAD 


FOR  BOSTON 

Sample 

Feb. 1971  AFDC  Caseload 

9V- 

- District  1 

2 

District  2 

5 

21 

District  3 

18  • 

35 

District  4 

32 

33 

District  3 

37 

1007. 


1007. 
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Table  2 shows  a breakdown  of  the  sample  by  neighborhood  in 
Boston,  using  the  1970  census  definition  of  Boston  neighborhoods. 


TABLE  2 


BOSTON  SAMPLE  BY  NEIGHBORHOOD 

Neighborhood  Per  cent  of  Boston  Sample 


Brighton  3*/* 

Charlestown  „ 3 

Dorchester  North  31 

Dorchester  South  14 

East  Boston  6 

Hyde  Park  4 

Jamaica  Plain  2 

Roslindale  4 

Roxbury  t 18 

South  Boston  ‘ 12 

South  End  2 

West  End  1 

1007. 

(N  = 128) 


An  additional  41  cases,  24  per  cent  of  the  total  sample,  were 
from  the  City  of  Worcester.  All  of  the  following  tables  are  based 
on  tBoe  total  sample,  and  comparisons  between  the  Boston  and  Worcester 
samples  are  noted  in  the  text.  * 

A group  of  sixteen  interviewers,  five  in  Worcester  and  eleven 
in  Boston,  were  selected  and  trained  in  administering  the  questionnaire. 
Interviewing  was  conducted  from  March  12  through  March  28,  1971.  One 
hundred  twenty-eight  Inteirviews  in  Boston  and  forty-one  interviews 
in  Worcester  were  completed,  for  a completion  rate  of  75  per  cent. 


^From  Departm^t  of  Public  Welfare  Records,  2/1/71# 
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SURVEY  FINDINGS 


The  survey  findings  vlll  be  presented  in  five  main  parts. 
Generally,  one  table  will  be  presented  for  each  of  the  sub-topics. 

I.  General  Characteristics 


Family  size 

Number  and  ages  of  children 

Type  of  Housing 

Race 

Length  of  time  receiving  AFDC 
Whether  receiving  special  payments 


II.  Pre  and  post-flat  grant  Comparison 
Types  of  Problems 
Action  Taken 
Final  Outcome 


III.  Use  of  Flat  Grant  Checks 


IV,  Knowledge  of  Flat  Grant  System 
Whether  knew  what  checks  were  for 
Whether  heard  of  Hardship  Committee 


V.  Preferences  Regarding  Payment  for  Non-budget  Items 
System  preferred  - reasons  for  preference 
Whether  receiving  more  or  less  under  flat  grant 
Which  way  best  to  receive  flat  grant 


The  sample  was  also  divided  into  sub-groups  for  comparative 
purposes.  Respondents  were  compared  by: 


Family  Size  (small  families,  those  with  four  members 
or  less  versus  large  families,  those  with  five 
members  or  more). 

Place  of  Residence  (Boston  versus  Worcester>, 

Race  (for  total  sample  and  for  Boston  residents  only). 
Type  of  Housing  (private  versus  public)^ 

Length  of  time  on  AFDC  (1-3  years  versus  5 Years  or 
more).  » 


The  comparisons  by  family  size  will  be  presented  along  with  the 
total  sample  breakdowns  in  the  tables  to  follow.  Other  comparisons  will 

be  brought  out  in  the  text,^  To  present  all  of  the  other  tables  would 
make  the  report  overly  cumbersome.  For  those  who  are  interested,  all  of 
the  tables  run  fon  this  analysis  will  be  available  in  a separate  set. 


without  text. 


■3  Any  differences  between  groups  discussed  in  this  report  will  be 
statistically  significant  differences  (at  the  0,05  level)  as  determined 
by  the  formula  Pi  “ P2 
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I,  General  Characteristlca 
Family  Size 

As  Table  3 shows,  over  60  per  cent  of  those  surveyed  lived 
in  families  with  four  members  or  less.  Thirty-five  per  cent  of 
those  surveyed  lived  in  families  with  five  or  more  members. 

TABLE  3 


Number  in  Immediate  Family 


Number  of  Members  Per  Cent 


Two  15 

Three  23 

Four  26 

Five  14 

Six  8 

Seven  6 

Eight  4 

Nine  or  more  3 

Not  ascertained  1 

I 1007, 

(N=169) 


There  were  no  significant  differences  in  family  size  between 
Boston  and  Worcester  residents,  between  blacks  and  whites, 
between  those  in  public  or  private  housing,  or  between  those 
receiving  AFDC  for  one  to  three  years  and  those  receiving  aid  for 

® 4 

five  years  or  more. 
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Number  and  Ages  of  Children 


The  next  set  of  tables  (4  through  8)  provide  infonnation  on 
the  number  and  ages  of  children  18  and  younger  in  the  families 
interviewed . 

TABLE  4 TABLE  5 


Number  of  Children  Number  Under  Three 


Number  of  children 

Number  of  children 

Per  Cent 

Under  18 

Per  Cent 

One 

20*4 

None 

60  "A 

Two 

24 

One 

28 

Three 

22 

Two 

11 

Four 

14 

Three 

1 

Five 

7 

100% 

Six 

4 

(N=169) 

Seven 

3 

Eight 

- 

Nine  or  more 

2 

18  or  older  but 

included  in  AFDC 

budget  4 

100% 

(N=169) 

TABLE  6 TABLE  7 


Number  4-6  Number  7-12 


Number  of  Children 

Per  Cent 

Number  of  Children 

Per  Cent 

Hone 

57*/- 

None 

38  V- 

One 

34 

One 

26 

Two 

8 

Two 

21 

Five 

1 

Three 

10 

100% 

Four 

3 

(N*169) 

Five 

Six 

1 

1 

100% 

(N=169) 

TABLE  8 


Number  13-18 
Number  of  Children 

Per  Cent 

None 

59  V. 

One 

20 

Two 

15 

Three 

4 

Four 

1 

Five 

1 , 

I 


The  Department  of  Public  Welfare  Study  of  Standard  Family 
4 

Budget  published  in  December  of  1969,  reported  that  nearly  half  of 
AFDC  families  had  only  one  Of  two  children.  Comparing  this  with 
Table  4 we  see  that  48  per  cent  of  the  families  in  this  survey  had 
only  one  or  two  children.  The  Public  Welfare  study  also  found  that 
nearly  80  per  cent  of  the  children  are  12  years  old  or  younger.  This 
is  approximately  the  same  percentage  found  in  our  survey. 

Type  of  Housing 

Table  9 shows  the  type  of  housing  the  respondents  lived  in  bj^ 
family  size.  Although  it  appears  that  the  larger  families  may  have 
been  more  likely  to  live  in  public  housing  than  smaller  families, 
this  difference  is  not  statistically  significant  for  this  sample 
size. 


TABLE  9 


TTPE 

OF  HOUSING  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 

Type  of  Housing 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Public 

37  V. 

33*/* 

46*^ 

Private 

59 

64 

49 

Leased 

2 

- 

5 

Not  ascertained 

2 

1007. 

(N  = 16^)* 

3 

1007, 

(N  = 111)* 

1007.  * 

(N  = 57) 

* For  one  family,  size  of  family  was  not  ascertained,  thus  the  U’s  for 
small  and  large  families  dolitit  add  up  to  the  total  N. 

More  respondents  in  Boston  lived  in  public  housing  than  did  respondents 
from  Worcester,  as  would  be  expected  because  of  the  greater  availability 
of  public  housing  in  Boston. 

^Study  of  Standard  Family  Budget.  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts, 
Department  of  Public  Welfare,  1969. 
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Race 

The  next  table  provides  information  about  the  race  of  those 
interviewed.  As  the  table  shows,  more  than  half  of  those  interviewed 
were  white,  and  there  was  no  difference  between  small  and  large  families 
in  regard  to  racial  breakdown.  Since  the  sample  was  only  drawn  from 
Worcester  and  Boston,  nothing  can  be  determined  about  the  race  of  AFDC 
recipients  in  general  in  Massachusetts. 


TABLE  10 


RACE  BY 

FAMILY  SIZE 

Race 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

White 

567. 

567. 

557. 

Black 

39 

39 

40 

Spanish-speaking 

4 

3 

5 

Not  ascertained 

1 

2 

* 

1007. 

1007. 

1007. 

(N=169) 

(N=lll) 

(N=57) 

A larger  percentage 

i of  respondent 

s in  the  Worcester 

sample  were  white 

compared  to  respondents 

who  lived  in  Boston.  There  were 

no  significant 

differences  when  public  and  private  housing  tenants  were  compared  by  race, 
and  no  racial  differences  in  length  of  time  receiving  AFDC  payments. 

Length  of  Time  Receiving  AFDC 

Table  11  provides  information  about  the  length  of  time  the  family 
surveyed  has  been  receiving  AFDC  payments.  Data  are  presented  for  the  total 
sample  and  also  compared  by  size  of  family.  More  larger  families  had  been 
receiving  AFDC  for  a greater  length  of  time  than  had  smaller  families.  Note 
that  this  table  does  not  show  the  length  of  time  that  all  AFDC  recipients 
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have  been  receiving  payments.  The  sample  was  purposely  selected  to 
contain  only  those  families  who  had  been  receiving  AFDC  pa3mients  for  at 
least  a year  before  the  interviewing  began,  so  that  they  would  be  able 
to  compare  their  experiences  before  and  after  the  flat  grant. 

TABLE  11 

LeFgTH  of  time  receiving  AFDC  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Length  of  Time 


Total  Sample  Small  Families  Large  Families 


1 up  to  2 years  \5%  157o 

2 up  to  3 years  21  22 

3 up  to  4 years  14  17 

4 up  to  5 years  14  17 

5 up  to  6 years  8 9 

6 up  to  7 years  5 2 

7 up  to  8 years  2 4 

8 up  to  9 years  7 5 

9 years  or  more  12  7 

Not  ascertained  2 2 

100%  100% 

(N  =L69)  (N=ll) 


16% 

16 

9 

7 

7 

11 

12 

20 

1_ 

100% 

(N=57) 


There  were  no  significant  differences  between  Boston  and  Worcester 
residents,  between  blacks  and  whites,  or  between  public  and  private 
housing  tenants  when  compared  by  length  of  time  receiving  AFDC. 


Special  Payments 

One  might  tend  to  assume  that  larger  families  would  be  more  likely  to 
be  receiving  special  payments,  for  such  things  as  a phone  for  medical 
purposes,  a diet  supplement,  etc.,  simply  because  with  more  family 
members  there  is  a greater  likelihood  of  a special  problem  being  present. 
However,  Table  12  shows  that  there  is  no  significant  difference  between 
small  and  large  families  in  receiving  special  payments.  None  of  the 
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other  comparisons,  by  residence,  race,  housing  or  length  of  time 
receiving  AFDC  proved  significant  for  this  variable. 

TABLE  12 

WHETHER  FAMILY  RECEIVING  SPECIAL  PAYMENTS  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Special  Payments 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Yes,  phone 

2% 

47. 

“7. 

Yes,  insurance 

4 

5 

4 

Yes,  rent  supplement 

6 

6 

4 

Yes,  diet 

6 

5 

6 

Yes,  other 

1 

1 

2 

Yes,  more  than  one 

4 

4 

4 

No 

76 

74 

80 

Not  ascertained 

1 

1007. 

(N  = 169) 

1 

1007. 

(N  = 111) 

1007. 

(N  = 57) 

II.  PRE  AND  POST-FLAT  GRANT  COMPARISON 


Types  of  Problems 

When  asked  whether  they  had  had  any  problems  since  September 
(after  flat  grant  payments  began),  about  things  like  furniture,  clothes, 
heat,  food,  rent,  gas  or  electric  bills,  62  per  cent  of  those  interviewed 
said  that  they  had  had  some  problems.  This  percentage  was  about  the 
same  for  small  and  large  families.  The  following  table  breaks  down  the 
problems  mentioned  by  categories  and  compares  the  types  of  problems  by 
family  size.  (Note  that  the  N refers  to  number  of  mentions  of  each  type 
of  problem,  and  not  the  number  of  respondents.) 
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TABLE  13 


TYPES  OF  PROBLEMS  SINCE  SEPTEMBER  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Types  of  Problems 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Furniture 

177. 

147. 

227. 

Clothing 

16 

14 

17 

Phone 

2 

2 

3 

Fuel 

8 

9 

8 

Food 

7 

4 

12 

Rent 

6 

5 

8 

Utility 

17 

21 

8 

Moving 

1 

1 

- 

Appliances 

9 

11 

6 

Household  Equipment 

3 

4 

2 

Transportation 

2 

2 

2 

Other 

12 

1007. 

(N  = 194) 

13 

1007. 

(N  = 128) 

12 

1007. 

(N  = 66) 

Small  families  were  much  more  likely  to  mention  utility  bills  and 
less  likely  to  mention  food  as  a problem  than  were  large  families. 

None  of  the  other  comparisons,  by  residence,  race,  type  of  housing 
or  length  of  time  receiving  AFDC  showed  any  significant  differences 
for  this  variable. 

Respondents  were  also  asked  to  provide  information  about  any 
special  problems  they  had  last  year  before  September  (before  flat 
grant  payments  were  started).  Again  over  60  per  cent  of  those 
interviewed  reported  that  they  had  problems  in  the  areas  mentioned 
before  September.  This  percentage  was  also  the  same  for  small  and 
large  families.  Table  14  provides  a breakdown  by  type  of  problem  and 
family  size. 
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TABLE  14 


TY PES  OF  PROBLEMS  BEFORE  SEPTEMBER  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Types  of  Problems 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Furniture 

307, 

287, 

397, 

Clothing 

13 

10 

21 

Phone 

- 

- 

“ 

Fuel 

4 

4 

3 

Food 

9 

8 

11 

Rent 

6 

7 

2 

Utility 

14 

15 

11 

Moving 

1 

1 

- 

Appliances 

12 

13 

10 

Household  Equipment 

5 

7 

- 

Transportation 

- 

- 

Other 

6 

7 

3 

1007, 

1007, 

1007, 

(N  = 199) 

(N  » 134) 

(N  = 63) 

There  were  no  significant  differences 

for  types  of  problems  before 

September  by  family  size. 

However,  more  of 

the  problems  mentioned  by 

blacks  were  problems  about 

food  than  were  the  problems  mentioned  by 

whites.  More  of  the  problems  mentioned  by  whites  were  problems  about 

appliances  than  were  problems  mentioned  by 

blacks.  This  was 

true  for 

both  the  total  sample  when 

compared  by  race 

and  for  the  black 

-white 

comparison  in  the  City  of  Boston,  Also,  more  problems  mentioned  by 
families  receiving  AFDC  for  five  years  or  more  were  problems  about 
appliances  than  were  those  mentioned  by  families  receiving  AFDC  for  one 
to  three  years. 


Looking  at  Tables  13  and  14  together,  it  seems  that  since  the  flat 
grant,  family  size  is  the  variable  that  makes  a difference  in  type  of 
problem  mentioned,  with  larger  families  mentioning  more  problems 
about  food  and  smaller  families  mentioning  more  problems  about  utilities. 
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Action  Taken 

It  is  certainly  not  sufficient  to  just  look  at  problems  mentioned  -- 
what  is  important  is  how  they  were  solved.  Table  15  shows  what  the 
respondents  have  done  about  problems  since  September,  and  Table  16  shows 
the  same  data  for  problems  before  the  flat  grant  system  was  instituted. 
Comparison  is  made  by  family  size. 

TABLE  15 

ACTION  TAKEN  ON  PROBLEMS  SINGE  SEPTEMBER  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Action  Taken 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Fami] 

Took  care  of  it  with 

check 

227o 

20% 

26% 

Went  to  social  worker/ 

welfare  department 

32 

34 

28 

Went  to  other  source 

9 

8 

11 

Nothing 

17 

16 

20 

Combination  of  approaches  9 

10 

6 

Other 

11 

12 

9 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N  = 194) 

(N  = 128) 

(N  = 66) 

TABLE  16 

ACTION  TAKEN  ON  PROBLEtiS  BEFORE  SEPTEMBER  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 

Action  Taken 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Famj 

Took  care  of  it  with 

check 

6% 

6% 

6% 

Went  to  social  worker/ 

welfare  department 

76 

75 

82 

Went  to  other  source 

6 

7 

3 

Nothing 

4 

3 

6 

Combination  of  approaches  7 

8 

3 

Other 

1 

1 

» 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N  = 199) 

(N  = 134) 

(N  = 63) 
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As  these  tables  show,  there  were  no  significant  differences  in 
action  taken  by  family  size  either  before  or  after  the  institution  of 
the  flat  grant.  There  were  also  no  differences  in  action  taken  when 
respondents  were  compared  by  residence  or  type  of  housing  or  length  of 
time  receiving  AFDC.  However,  before  September,  blacks  in  Boston  were 
more  likely  than  whites  to  go  to  their  social  worker  for  help  with 
problems.  Eighty-five  per  cent  of  the  actions  taken  on  problems  by  blacks 
were  in  the  category  "went  to  social  worker /welfare  department,"  and  only 
68  per  cent  of  the  actions  mentioned  by  whites  were  in  this  category. 

Eleven  per  cent  of  the  actions  mentioned  by  whites  were  in  the  category 
"went  to  other  source,"  while  none  of  the  blacks  gave  responses  in  this 
category. 

The  tables  clearly  indicate  that  the  percentage  of  AFDC  recipients 
going  to  their  social  worker  or  the  Welfare  Department  for  help  with 
problems  has  dropped  drastically  since  the  introduction  of  the  flat 
grant. 

When  the  flat  grant  system  was  being  initiated,  it  was  estimated 
that  somewhere  between  20  per  cent  and  40  per  cent  of  the  welfare  recipients 
were  getting  special  need  money, ^ The  data  collected  in  this  survey 
show  that  36  per  cent  of  the  respondents  received  help  for  their  problems 
from  their  social  worker  before  the  flat  grant --presumably  out  of  the 
special  needs  funds.  Fifty-one  per  cent  contacted  their  social  worker  at 
least  once  during  the  year  before  the  flat  grant  for  help  with  problems 
mentioned  in  Tables  13  and  14. 

^Mark  Lewis  Irvings,  "Focus  on  a Social  Welfare  Policy;  The  Flat  Grant 
in  Massachusetts, "1971,  p.40. 
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Final  Outcome 


Tables  17  and  18  show  the  final  outcome  of  problems  mentioned  since 
September  and  before  September  by  family  size. 


TABLE  17 


FINAL  OUTCOME  OF  PROBLEMS  SINCE  SEPTEMBER  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Final  Outcome 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Received  what 

needed 

Did  not  receive 

29% 

27% 

35% 

what  needed 

32 

36 

23 

Waiting 

4 

4 

3 

Other  disposition 

32 

32 

33 

Not  ascertained 

3 

1 

6 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N  = 194) 

(N  = 128) 

(N  = 66) 

TABLE  18 

FINAL  OUTCOME  OF 

PROBLEMS  BEFORE  SEPTEMBER  BY  FAMILY 

SIZE 

Final  Outcome 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Received  what 

needed 

Did  not  receive 

64% 

63% 

70% 

what  needed 

19 

17 

22 

Waiting 

1 

1 

Other  disposition 

13 

17 

5 

Not  ascertained 

3 

2 

3 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N  = 199) 

(N  = 134) 

(N  = 63) 
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Before  the  flat  grant,  through  whatever  action  they  took,  whether 
it  was  going  to  their  social  worker  or  paying  out  of  their  own  checks, 

64  per  cent  of  the  problems  of  those  interviewed  were  solved » After 
the  flat  grant,  only  29  per  cent  of  the  problems  were  solved.  (The  ''Other 
disposition"  category  includes  those  problems  which  may  or  may  not  have 
been  finally  resolved,  but  whatever  happened,  it  was  not  a direct  result 
of  the  action  taken  in  Tables  15  and  16.  For  example,  one  respondent 
had  a problem  with  rent  at  Christmas  time  and  went  to  her  social  worker » 
However,  the  social  worker  did  not  resolve  her  problem  and  the  respondent 
then  got  a deferment  on  her  rent  from  her  landlord  and  paid  it  off  with 
her  next  check.  This  result  was  therefore  coded  "Other  disposition".) 

Family  size  was  not  a significant  variable  in  final  outcome  of 
problems.  However,  since  the  flat  grant  began,  more  problems  of  Boston 
respondents  were  not  resolved  as  a result  of  action  taken  than  were 
problems  of  Worcester  residents. 

Race  also  made  a difference  in  the  final  outcome  of  problems  both 
before  and  after  the  flat  grant.  When  the  total  sample  was  compared 
by  race,  the  problems  of  blacks  were  less  likely  to  be  resolved  than 
the  problems  of  whites.  Before  September,  problems  mentioned  by  blacks 
were  more  likely  to  be  problems  about  food  and  less  likely  to  be  problems 
about  appliances  than  were  the  problems  of  whites,  and  blacks  in  Boston 
were  more  likely  than  whites  to  go  to  their  social  worker  for  aid. 

However  for  problem  since  September,  there  were  no  differences  in  action 
taken  between  blacks  and  whites,  or  in  types  of  problems  mentioned.  Yet  the 
problems  of  blacks  were  less  likely  to  be  solved  than  the  problems  of 
whites.  The  following  two  tables  show  final  outcome  pre  and  post-flat 
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TABLE  19 


FINAL  OUTCOME  OF  PROBLEMS  SINCE  SEPTEMBER  BY  RACE 


Final  Outcome 

Blacks 

Whites 

Received  what  needed 

217, 

377, 

Did  not  receive  what  needed  36 

29 

Waiting 

7 

1 

Other  disposition 

31 

33 

Not  ascertained 

5 

- 

1007, 

1007, 

(N  = 85) 

(N  - 99) 

TABLE  20 


FINAL  OUTCOME  OF  PROBLEMS  BEFORE 

SEPTEMBER  BY  RACE 

Final  Outcome 

Blacks 

Whites 

Received  what  needed 

567, 

717, 

Did  not  receive  what  needed 

23 

13 

Waiting 

2 

Other  disposition 

16 

12 

Not  ascertained 

5 

2 

1007, 

1007, 

(N  = 62) 

(N  = 129) 

III.  USE  OF  FLAT  GRANT  CHECKS 


"Enclosed  with  the  AFDC  recipient's  semi-monthly  check  on  September  16 

of  1970  was  a slip  which  read:" 

Effective  September  16,  1970  the  Department 
of  Public  Welfare  will  discontinue  the 
practice  of  approving  the  following  special 
needs  on  the  basis  of  individual  requests: 
furniture,  household  equipment  and 
supplies,  clothing,  laundry  expense, 
telephone,  extra  fuel  pa3rments,  supplemental 
food  orders  or  payments  and  back  rent  and 
utility  payments.  You  will  receive  a 
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separate  check  in  a few  days  for  the 
quarter  beginning  September  16,  1970  to 
meet  your  additional  needs. 

There  will  be  no  decrease  to  families 
where  certain  of  these  needs  have  been 
included  in  the  determination  of  the 
regular  semi-monthly  grant  prior  to 
September  16,  1970.^ 

When  the  flat  grant  check  was  sent  out  on  September  18,  the 


following  notice  was  included: 


The  enclosed  check  based  on  the  size  of 
your  family  as  indicated  in  the  chart 
below  is  being  provided  as  a supplement 
to  your  regular  semi-monthly  check  to  meet 
your  additional  needs  during  the  quarter 
beginning  September  16,  1970,  On  September 
16,  1970,  the  Department  will  discontinue  the 
practice  of  providing  special  needs  items 
on  an  individual  basis.  An  additional 
payment  will  be  made  in  December  for  the 
quarter  beginning  December  16,  1970,^ 


The  notice  included  the  following  information, 

O 

Quarterly  Payments  Schedule 


Family  Size 


Quarterly  Payment 


1 person 

2 " 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10  " 


$40,00 

79.30 

91.90 

104.60 

117,30 

130.10 
142.70 
155.40 

168.10 
180.80 


^Ibld..  p.7^ 
^Ibid, 

^Ibid..  p.75. 
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Tables  21  and  22  show  what  the  September  and  December  flat  grant 
checks  were  used  for,  by  family  size.  Five  per  cent  of  those  interviewed 
said  they  did  not  receive  their  September  flat  grant  check,  and  one 
per  cent  said  they  did  not  receive  their  December  check.  When  compared  by 
race,  blacks  in  Boston  were  more  likely  than  whites  in  Boston  to  report 
that  they  did  not  receive  their  September  check.  Fifteen  per  cent  of  the 
blacks  in  Boston  reported  not  receiving  their  check  compared  to  three 
per  cent  of  whites  in  Boston. 

Well  over  80  per  cent  of  those  interviewed  reported  that  they  were 
not  able  to  set  any  money  aside  from  either  check. 


TABLE  21 


WHAT  SEPTEMBER  FLAT  GRANT  CHECK  USED  FOR  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Use  of  Check 


Total  Sample  Small  Families  Large  Families 


Bills,  NA  which 
Clothes 
Utility  bills 
Rent 

Furniture 

Food 

Appliances 

Other 

Not  ascertained 


117. 

45 

9 

4 

3 

13 

2 

12 

1 


127, 

40 

10 

6 

2 

16 

2 

11 

1 


87, 

53 

5 
1 

6 
9 
3 

14 

1 


1007, 

(N  = 245) 


1007, 

(N  = 165) 


1007. 

(N  = 79) 
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TABLE  22 


WHAT  DECEMBER 

F1.AT  GRANT  CHECK 

USED  FOR  BY  FAMILY 

SIZE 

Use  of  Check 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Christmas 

36% 

33% 

40% 

Bills,  NA  which 

7 

9 

4 

Clothes 

29 

25 

39 

Utility  bills 

5 

7 

- 

Rent 

2 

3 

- 

Furniture 

1 

1 

2 

Food 

9 

10 

6 

Appliances 

•k 

1 

- 

Other 

10 

11 

7 

Not  ascertained 

1 

- 

2 

100% 

100% 

100% 

(N  = 273) 

(N  = 188) 

(N  = 83) 

* Less  than  0.5  per  cent 

As  the  tables  show,  clothes  were  most  often  mentioned  as  being 
purchased  from  the  flat  grant  September  check,  and  Christmas  needs  most 
often  mentioned  for  the  December  check.  In  September,  over  one-fifth 
of  the  uses  mentioned  by  small  families  were  for  food  and  rent. 

In  December,  large  families  were  more  likely  than  small  families  to 
mention  clothing  purchases  as  a use  of  the  check. 

There  were  significant  differences  in  use  of  the  flat  grant  check 
when  the  Boston  and  Worcester  samples  were  compared.  In  September, 
residents  of  Worcester  mentioned  purchasing  clothing  more  than  did  residents 
of  Boston,  and  residents  of  Boston  mentioned  using  their  check  for  food 
more  often  than  did  residents  of  Worcester.  In  December,  more  Worcester 
respondents  used  some  of  their  check  for  Christmas,  and  again,  more  Boston 
residents  used  some  of  their  check  for  food.  Over  ten  per  cent  of  the  uses 
mentioned  by  Boston  residents  in  December  were  in  the  category  "Food", 
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Respondents  were  also  asked  whether  they  had  any  plans  for  their 
March  flat  grant  check.  Table  23  shows  the  breakdown  of  responses  to 
this  question. 


TABLE  23 

PLANS  FOR llARai  SIZE 


Plans 


Total  Sample.  Snail  Families  Large  Families 


Yes,  NA  what 
Yes,  clothes 
Yes,  bills 
Yes,  set  aside  some 
Yes,  furniture  purchase 
or  payment 

Yes,  appliance  purchase, 
repair  or  payment 
Yes,  combination  of  two 
or  more  of  above 
Yes,  other 
No 


l?o 

23 

12 

1 

5 

5 

33 

16 

4 

1007. 

(N  - 169) 


17. 

22 

14 

2 


-7. 

26 

9 


5 


7 


11 


30 

12 

5 

1007, 

(N  = 57) 


All  but  four  per  cent  of  those  interviewed  had  plans  for  their 
March  flat  grant  checks.  There  were  no  significant  differences  in  plans 
between  small  and  large  families,  between  Boston  and  Worcester  residents, 
between  blacks  and  whites,  between  public  and  private  housing  tenants  or 
between  those  receiving  AFDC  for  one  to  three  years  and  those  receiving 
AFDC  for  five  years  or  more. 
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IV.  KNOWLEDGE  OF  FLAT  GRANT  SYSTEM 
Whether  Knew  vhat  Checks  were  For 

The  notices  which  preceded  and  accompanied  the  September  flat  grant 
checks  were  quoted  in  the  previous  section.  Table  24  breaks  down  the 
responses  to  the  question,  "Did  you  know  what  it  (the  September  flat 
grant  check)  was  for  at  the  time?" 

TABLE  24 

mTHER  KNEW  WHAT  SEPTEMBER  FLAT  GRANT  CHECK  FOR  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Whether  Knew 


Total  Sample  Small  Families  Large  Families 


Did  not  receive  87, 

Yes,  to  cover  special 

needs  49 

Yes,  clothing  4 

Yes,  bills,  not 

specified  1 

Yes,  furniture  6 

Yes,  NA  what  for  26 

No,  and  did  not  know 

what  Dec.  check  for  2 

No,  but  knew  what  Dec. 

check  for  4 


100% 

(N  = 169) 


7% 

48 

2 

1 

7 

27 

3 

5 

1007, 

(N  = 111) 


97, 

52 

7 


4 

24 

2 

2 

1007, 

(N  = 57) 


Almost  half  of  the  respondents  reported  that  they  knew  the  flat 
grant  was  now  to  cover  special  needs.  Another  37  per  cent  mentioned  some 
specific  use  of  the  checks. 


Whether  Heard  of  Hardship  Committee 

The  notices  sent  out  with  the  flat  grant  checks  made  no  mention 
of  the  existence  of  Regional  Hardship  Committees,  Consequently,  over  80 
per  cent  of  those  interviewed  had  not  heard  of  the  Hardship  Committees, 


as  Table  25  shows 
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TABLE  25 


WHETHER  HEARD  OF  HARDSHIP  COMMITTEE 

BY  FAMILY  SIZE 

Whether  Heard 

Total  Sample. 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Yes,  but  doesn’t  know 

what  it  is  for 

57. 

67. 

27. 

Yes,  for  major  catas trophy 

2 

3 

- 

Yes,  knew  correct  purpose 

9 

12 

5 

No 

83 

78 

91 

Not  ascertained 

1 

1 

2 

1007. 

1007, 

1007, 

(N  = 169) 

(N  = 111) 

(N  = 57) 

Small  families,  families  in  private  housing,  and  families  in  Worcester 
were  more  likely  to  have  heard  of  the  Hardship  Committees  and  to  know  their 
correct  purpose  than  large  families,  families  in  public  housing,  and  families 
in  Boston, 


V,  PREFERENCES  REGARDING  PAYMENT  FOR  NON-BUDGET  ITEMi 


System  Preferred 

The  interviewers  asked  respondents,  "Which  do  you  prefer--the  system 
used  before  September  where  you  went  to  your  social  worker  for  special 
needs  or  the  current  system  where  you  receive  a separate  flat  grant  check?" 

As  the  following  table  shows,  about  half  of  those  interviewed  preferred 
the  flat  grant  system  and  almost  40  per  cent  preferred  the  previous  "Special 
Needs"  program. 

TABLE  26 

SYSTEM  PREFERRED  bTf^ILY  SIZE 


■stem  Preferred 

Total  Sample 

Small  Families 

Large  Families 

Special  Needs 

397. 

417. 

357. 

Flat  Grant 

49 

46 

58 

Don't  care 

4 

5 

- 

Don' t know 

6 

5 

7 

Other 

2 

1007, 

(N  = 169) 

3 

1007. 
(N  = 111) 

1007. 
(N  = 57) 
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Neither  family  size,  type  of  housing  or  length  of  time  receiving 
AFDC  made  any  difference  in  system  preferred » However,  more  blacks 
preferred  the  special  needs  program  than  did  whites  --  50  per  cent  of  the 
blacks  in  the  survey  preferred  special  needs  compared  to  31  per  cent  of  the 
whites.  Residence  also  made  a difference  in  system  preferred.  Sixty-six 
per  cent  of  those  in  Worcester  preferred  the  flat  grant,  compared  to  only  45 
per  cent  in  Boston. 

Respondents  were  also  asked  to  indicate  why  they  preferred  one  system 
over  the  other.  For  those  who  preferred  the  previous  special  needs  program, 

77  per  cent  said  it  was  because  they  could  get  what  they  needed  under  that 
program  or  they  had  more  security  that  way.  Another  21  per  cent  of  those 
preferring  special  needs  did  so  because  they  felt  they  obtained  more  money 
or  goods  under  that  system  than  under  the  flat  grant. 

For  those  who  preferred  the  flat  grant  system,  21  per  cent  did  so 
because  they  did  not  have  to  ask  their  social  worker  or  the  Welfare  Department 
for  what  they  needed,  19  per  cent  said  they  were  more  able  to  plan  with  the 
flat  grant,  16  per  cent  felt  they  were  getting  more  this  way,  and  5 per  cent 
said  it  was  easier  to  budget  (37  per  cent  were  "other"  responses,  and  8 
per  cent  were  not  ascertained). 

Respondents  were  asked,  "Some  people  say  that  the  flat  grant  system 
is  a more  dignified  way  to  receive  welfare  payments  --  others  do  not  agree. 

What  do  you  think?"  Fifty-eight  per  cent  of  the  respondents  agreed  that  the 
flat  grant  was  more  dignified,  some  citing  as  reasons--you  don't  have  to  beg  (127,), 
everyong  is  equal  (17.),  you  have  a check  and  not  a voucher  (57.).  Twenty-six 
per  cent  of  the  respondents  thought  it  was  not  more  dignified,  and  of  these, 

8 per  cent  mentioned  the  fact  that  they  felt  the  flat  grant  was  not  enough. 
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Fifteen  per  cent  of  the  respondents  did  not  feel  either  one  way  or  the 
other  about  the  dignity  of  the  flat  grant,  while  one  per  cent  of  the 
responses  were  not  ascertained. 


Whether  Receiving  More  or  Less  Under  the  Flat  Grant 

When  asked  whether  they  thought  they  were  getting  more,  less,  or  about 
the  same  amount  of  money  under  the  flat  grant  as  they  were  under  the  special 
needs  program,  about  one-third  of  the  respondents  thought  they  were  getting 
more,  one-third  thought  they  were  getting  less,  and  almost  one-quarter 
thought  they  were  receiving  the  same  amount  of  benefits, 

TABLE  27 

ifflETHER  RECEIVING  MORE  OR  LESS  BENEFITS  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Whether  Receiving  More  or  Less  Total  Sample 


Small  Families  Large  Families 


More 

Less 

About  the  same 
Don't  know 
Other 

Not  ascertained 


347, 

377, 

257, 

33 

31 

38 

23 

21 

28 

8 

9 

5 

1 

2 

- 

1 

- 

4 

1007, 

1007, 

1007, 

- 169) 

(N  = 111) 

(N  = 57) 

None  of  the  comparisons  for  family  size,  residence,  race,  type  of 
housing  or  length  of  time  receiving  AFDC  proved  significant  for  this  variable. 


Which  Wav  Best  to  Receive  Flat  Grant 

Table  28  shows  the  breakdown  of  responses  to  the  question,  "If  the 
flat  grant  system  continues,  which  way  would  it  be  best  for  you  to  receive 
your  flat  grant  payment  --  every  three  months  like  it  is  now,  or  divided 
up  and  included  in  your  semi-monthly  check?" 
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TABLE  28 


WHICH  WAY  IT  WOULD  BE  BEST  TO  RECEIVE  FLAT  GRANT  BY  FAMILY  SIZE 


Which  Wav 


Total  Sample  Small  Families  Large  Families 


Every  3 months  707<, 

Divided  up  28 

Other  2_ 

1007. 

(N  = 169) 


71% 

25 

4 

100% 

(N  = 111) 


67% 

33 


100% 
(N  = 57) 


Seventy  per  cent  of  those  interviewed  preferred  that  the  checks  be 
sent  quarterly,  as  is  the  case  at  present o There  were  no  differences  by 
family  size#  However,  blacks  were  more  likely  than  whites  to  prefer  the 
checks  divided  up  and  included  with  their  semi-monthly  checks » Worcester 
residents  were  also  more  likely  than  Boston  residents  to  want  the  checks 
every  three  months.  Eighty-three  per  cent  of  those  in  Worcester  and  65 
per  cent  of  those  in  Boston,  preferred  to  receive  their  checks  every 


three  months* 
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SUMMARY 


General  Characteristics 

Over  60  per  cent  of  those  surveyed  lived  in  families  with  four 
members  or  less,  and  nearly  80  per  cent  of  the  children  in  these  families 
were  12  years  old  or  younger®  Only  37  per  cent  of  the  families  lived  in 
public  housing,  and  over  half  of  those  surveyed  were  white® 

Three-quarters  of  the  respondents  were  not  receiving  any  special 
payments,  for  telephones  or  diets,  etc® 

Pre  and  Post-Flat  Grant  Comparison 

The  flat  grant  does  not  seem  to  have  made  a difference  in  the  types 
of  problems  AFDC  recipients  are  faced  with®  Major  items  seem  to  be  furniture, 
clothing,  utility  payments  and  appliances®  Food  continued  to  be  mentioned 
as  a problem  both  before  and  after  the  flat  grant® 

However,  there  is  a significant  difference  since  the  flat  grant  in 
the  resolution  of  the  problems  AFDC  recipients  had®  While  under  the 
special  needs  program,  recipients  were  most  likely  to  go  to  their  social 
worker  for  help  with  problems,  and  over  60  per  cent  received  what  they 
needed  to  resolve  them.  Since  the  flat  grant  system  went  into  effect, 
only  about  30  per  cent  of  the  problems  of  recipients  were  resolved  as  a 
result  of  the  action  they  took®  The  percentages  for  blacks  are  even  lower 
than  this,  both  before  and  after  the  flat  grant  system  was  instituted® 

Since  the  problems  of  blacks  did  not  differ  significantly  from  the  problems 
of  whites  since  the  flat  grant,  and  since  the  action  taken  since  the  flat 
grant  to  solve  these  problems  did  not  differ  significantly  for  blacks  and 
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whites,  it  can  only  be  concluded  that  there  is  obviously  another  variable 
which  determines  why  the  problems  of  blacks  and  the  problems  of  whites 
have  divergent  outcomes. 

Use  of  Flat  Grant  Checks 

Flat  grant  checks  were  used  primarily  for  clothes,  food,  and  in 
December,  for  Christmas.  Few  of  the  respondents  mentioned  using  their 
checks  for  furniture,  although  this  was  cited  as  a major  problem  since 
September,  However,  over  60  per  cent  of  the  families  had  four  members  or 
less  and  therefore  these,  families  would  be  receiving  a quarterly  check  of 
about  $104,60,  With  other  needs,  such  as  clothes  and  utility  bills,  it 
can  be  assumed  that  little  would  be  left  to  make  a major  furniture  purchase. 

Knowledge  of  Flat  Grant  System 

Most  of  the  respondents  knew  at  least  one  specific  purpose  of  the 
flat  grant  checks.  Many  of  them  told  the  interviewers  that  they  knew 
what  the  checks  were  for  from  the  notices  enclosed  with  them.  However, 
these  notices  made  no  mention  of  the  Hardship  Committees  which  were  set 
up  under  the  flat  grant  system.  Consequently,  over  80  per  cent  of  those 
interviewed  had  not  heard  of  these  committees. 

Preferences 

There  was  no  clear-cut  endorsement  of  one  system  over  another.  Almost 
half  of  those  inteirviewed  preferred  the  flat  grant,  and  about  two-fifths 
preferred  the  special  needs  program,  A feeling  of  security,  of  knowing 
their  social  worker  could  help,  was  the  most  often  mentioned  reason  for 
preferring  the  special  needs  program,  while  one-fifth  of  those  who  preferred 
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the  flat  grant  did  so  because  they  did  not  have  to  ask  their  social 
worker  for  what  they  needed. 

About  a third  of  the  respondents  thought  they  were  receiving  more 
under  the  flat  grant,  a third  thought  they  were  receiving  less,  and  over 
one-fifth  thought  they  were  receiving  about  the  same. 

Bare  statistical  facts  cannot  do  justice  to  a survey  such  as  this. 

The  individuals  who  were  interviewed  provided  a great  deal  of  insight  into 
the  impact  of  the  flat  grant.  Those  who  preferred  the  flat  grant  and  those 
who  preferred  special  needs  were  quite  candid  in  explaining  why  they  felt 
the  preferred  program  was  better  for  their  family.  One  respondent  particularly 
wanted  her  idea  mentioned  in  this  report.  This  woman  with  one  child 
felt  that  for  her,  the  flat  grant,  in  itself,  was  inadequate  since  her 
quarterly  payment  was  so  low.  She  was  concerned  about  what  she  would  do 
if  a need  arose  and  her  check  were  not  due  for  two  or  two-and-a-half  months. 

She  suggested  a loan  fund  be  set  up  to  guard  against  such  conditions,  and 
was  very  emphatic  about  having  a ceiling  for  the  amount  a recipient  could 
borrow  from  her  next  check.  This  woman's  dilemma  was  compounded  by  the 
fact  that  she,  like  the  majority  of  others  interviewed,  had  not  heard  of 
the  Hardship  Committee  and  therefore  felt  there  was  nowhere  to  turn  should 
an  emergency  arise. 
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APPENDIX 


FLAT  GRANT  SURVEY 
UNITED  COMMUNir:  SERVICE? 

I 


a.  Name  of  Interviewer; 

b.  Address  of  Person  Interviewed; 

(Number  and  Street) 


(City  and  Neighborhood) 


c.  Date  of  Interview; 


I am  (YOUR  NAME)  and  I am  helping  to  conduct  a survey  for  UNITED 
COMMUNITY  SERVICES.  You  may  remember  receiving 'a  letter  in  the 
mail  telling  you  about  our  study.  We're  trying  to  find  out  what 
people  think  about  the  flat  grant  system  of  welfare  payments. 

No  names  are  used  on  our  questionnaires  and  it  only  takes  about 
fifteen  minutes.  First  ... 

1.  How  many  people  are  in  your  immediate  family?  

(INTERVIEWER:  NOTE  IF  ANY  FAMILY  MEMBERS  MENTIONED  AS  LIVING  AWAY  FROM  HOME) 


How  old  are  your  children?  (INTERVIEl'JER ; CIRCLE  AGE  OF  EACH  CHILD.  IF  MORE  TMN 
ONE  CHILD  SAME  AGE,  CIRCLE  AGE  AS  MANY  TIMES  AS  NECESSARY) 

18  17  16  ■ 15  14  13  12  11  10  9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 under  1 

2.  Approximately  how  long  has  your  family  been  receiving  AFDC  benefits? 

3.  Have  you  had  any  special  problems  since  September  with  things  like  furniture,  clothes, 

heat,  food,  rent,  gas  or  electric  bills? 


□ YES 


□ NO 


(INTERVIEWER;  SPECIFY)  First  Mention^ 
(CONTINUE  WITH  0.  4)  Second  Mention 


Third  Mention 


(INTERVIEWER  ASK;)  If  you  had  any  problems  like  this,  what  would 

you  do?  (CHECK  ALL  THAT  APPLY) 


(SKIP  TO  0.5)  □ See  Social  Worker A^elfare  Department 

□ Go  to  private  agency 

□ Go  to. family /friends 

□ Don't  knov7 

□ Other  (SPECIFY)  


I 


-2- 


4.  (INTERVIEWER:  FOR  EACH  PROBLEM  MENTIONED  IN  Q.3  ASK  THE  FOLLOWING) 


First  Mention 

Second  Mention 

t 1 

Third  Mention  1 

a.  What  did  you  do  about 
(FIRST  MENTION)? 

a*  What  did  you  do  about 
(SECOND  MENTION)? 

a*  What  did  you  do  about  1 

(THIRD  MENTION)? 

□ Took  care  of  it  with  my 
check 

□ Took  care  of  it  with  my 
check 

□ Took  care  of  it  wit^h  my 
check 

□ Went  to  Social  Worker/ 
Welfare  Department 

□ Went  to  Social  Worker/ 
Welfare  Department 

□ Went  to  Social  Worker/ 
Welfare  Department 

□ Went  to  other  source 
(SPECIFY) 

□ Went  to  other  source 
(SPECIFY) 

□ Went  to  other  source 
(SPECIFY) 

* 

^ V ' ; ' . .. 

□ Nothing 

□ Other  (SPECIFY) 

□ Nothing 

□ Other  (SPECIFY) 

□ Nothing 

□ Other  (SPECIFY) 

■ ’ 

■ 

>.  What  happened  then? 

b.  What  happened  then? 

b.  V7hat  happened  then? 

• 

Did  you  have  any  of  these  kinds  of  problems  with  furniture,  clothes,  heat,  food,  rent,  gas 
or  electric  bills  last  year  before  September? 


□ YES 


(INTERVIEWER;  SPECIFY) 
(CONTINUE  WITH  Q.  6) 


First  Mention 


Second  Mention^ 
Third  Mention 


n NO 


(INTERVIEVJER  ASK) 
(SKIP  TO  0.  7) 


If  you  had  load  problems  like  this,  what  would  you  have 
done  at  that  time? 

CHECK  ALL  THAT  APPLY 

□ See  Social  Worker A'/elfare  Department 

□ Go  to  private  agency 

□ Go  to  family,  friends 
^ Don' t know 

Q Other  (SPECIFY)  ■.  ' * 


[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

[ 

u 
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6.  gNTERVIEWER;  FOR  EACH  PROBLEM  MENTIONED  IN  Q.5  ASK  THE  FOLLOWING) 


First  Mention 

Second  Mention 

Third  Mention 

a.  What  did  you  do  about 

a.  What  did  you  do  about 

a.  What  did  you  do  about 

(FIRST  MENTION) 

(SECOND  MENTION)? 

(THIRD  MENTION)? 

□ Took  care  of  it  with  my 

□ Took  care  of  it  with  my 

□ Took  care  of  it  with  my 

check 

check 

check 

□ Went  to  Social  Worker/ 

□ Went  to  Social  Worker/ 

□ Went  to  Social  Worker 

/ 

Welfare  Department 

Welfare  Department  . 

Welfare  Department 

□ Went  to  other  source 

□ Went  to  other  source 

□ Went  to  other  source 

(SPECIFY) 

(SPECIFY) 

(SPECIFY) 

. 

1 

1 

□ Nothing 

□ Nothing 

□ Nothing  \ 

□ Other  (SPECIFY) 

□ Other  (SPECIFY) 

□ Other  (SPECIFY  ^ 

‘ 

b.  What  happened  then? 

• 

b.  What  happened  t^en? 

f ¥ 

b.  What  happened  then?  ' 

1 

. 

7.  Are  there  any  special  needs,  like  a special  diet,  a rent  supplement,  a telephone  for 
medical  purposes  or  things  like  that,  that  you  receive  extra  money  for  now? 

□ YES  (IF  "YES"),  What  was  that?  ■ 

□ NO 
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8.  When  the  flat  grant  payment  system  began  in  September,  did  you  receive  your 
September  flat  grant  check? 

□ YES  (GO  ON  TO  Q.' 3 9 AND  10) 

□ NO  (SKIP  TO  0.  11) 

9,  Did  you  know  what  it  was  for  at  the  time? 

□ YES  (IF  "YES") I What  was  that?  


□ NO 

10.  Were  you  able  to  set  some  money  aside  from  that  check? 

□ YES  (IF  "YES"),  About  how  much  of  it? 

What  did  you  use  the  rest  for? • 

□ NO  (IF  "NO"),  What  did  you  use  it  for?  ' ~ f 


11.  Did  you  receive  a flat  grant  check  from  the  Welfare  Department  in  December? 

□ YES  (GO  ON  TO  Q.'s  12  AND  13) 

□ NO  (SKIP  TO  0.  14) 

(INTERVIEWER)  : IF  R KNEW  WHAT  SEPi'SMEER  CHECK  WAS  FOR.  DO  NOT  ASK 

QUESTION  12. 

12.  Did  you  know  what  that  check  was  ^or? 

□ YES  (IF  "YES"),  What  was  that?,^ 

n NO 

13.  Were  you  able  to  set  some  money  aside  from  that  check? 

□ YES  (IF|"YES"),  About  how  much  of  it?  ■ 

What  did  you  use  the  rest  for? 


□ NO  (IF  "NO"),  What  did  you  use  it  for? 
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4.  Do  you  have  any  plans  for  your  March  flat  grant  check? 

□ YES  (IF  "YES"),  What  do  you  plan  to  do  with  the  check? 


□ NO 


I- 

5.  Have  you  heard  about  the  Welfare  Department  Hardship  Committee? 

□ YES  (IF  "YES"),  Could  you  tell  me  what  it  is  for? 


D NO 


6.  Which  do  you  prefer  --  the  system  used  before  September  where  you  went  to  your  social 
worker  for  special  needs  or  the  current  system  where  you  receive  a separate  flat 
grant  check: 

□ The  system  used  before  September  - Why? 


n The  current  flat  grant  system  - Why? 


n Don't  care 

□ Don ' t know 

□ Other  (SPECIFY) 


7.  Some  people  say  that  the  flat  grant  system  is  a more  dignified  v;ay  of  providing 
welfare  benefits.  Others  do  not  agree.  What  do  you  think? 

□ More  dignified  - Why? 


□ Not  more  dignified  - Why? 


□ Other  (SPECIFY) 
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18.  Do  you  think  you  are  getting  more,  less,  or  about 
under  the  current  flat  grant  system  than  before? 

□ More 

□ Less 

D About  the  same 
D Don ' t know 

□ Other  (SPECIFY) 

19.  If  the  flat  grant  system  continues,  which  way  would  it  be  best  for  you  to  receive  !_ 
your  flat  grant  payment  --  every  three  months  like  it  is  now,  or  divided  up  and 
included  in  your  regular  semi-monthly  check? 

n Every  three  months,  like  it  is  now 

I 

□ Divided  up  and  included  with  semi-monthly  check 
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